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Abstract
Drath’s (2001) meta-theory of leadership posits individuals’ 
developmental levels (dependent, interdependent, inter-independent) will influence their 
constructions of leadership (.Personal Dominance, Interpersonal Influence, Relational 
Dialogue) with advanced development subsuming and expanding less complex 
principles. While this meta-theory has been influential in practice, little research has 
investigated its propositions. For this thesis, a policy-capturing methodology with 23 
leadership vignettes was used to examine (a) if individuals have different constructions of 
leadership, b) whether a crisis context will influence leadership perceptions, and (c) the 
effects of demographic and experiential factors on endorsement of varying leadership 
principles. Results suggest individuals vary in leadership constructions, with about a third 
being substantially less likely to endorse Relational Dialogue as leadership relative to 
Personal Dominance or Interpersonal Influence. No effects for demographics or 
leadership experience on perceptions of leadership were found.
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I. Introduction
Leadership as a Construct
Effective leadership is essential to creating competitive and cohesive groups 
(Sternberg, 2008), but effectiveness may be viewed differently depending on the eye of 
the follower (Hooijberg & Choi, 2000). Thus, prior to identifying and developing leaders, 
understanding perceptions of leadership is imperative to an organization’s evolution.
With that in mind, what factors determine how leadership is constructed? How do 
followers understand and recognize when leadership is occurring? An exploration of how 
leadership is constructed relative to how we conceptualize reality is required to 
understand if individuals have different constructions of leadership. Moreover, do 
individuals differ in their understanding of leadership and do higher levels of 
development suggest a more complex understanding of leadership? As such, the current 
study aims to develop a vignette-based measure of Drath’s (2001) meta-theory to 
understand the construction of leadership through a policy-capturing methodology. 
Theories of Leadership and Implicit Leadership Theory
Leadership has been considered essential to the survival and development of 
society for thousands of years (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Bass, 1990; Jago, 
1982; Northouse, 2015). Modem empirically-based research on leadership began in the 
early 20th century and focused on “great-man” theories of leadership, or the idea innate 
characteristics differentiate leaders from non-leaders (Northouse, 2015). This class of 
leadership theories investigates both personality traits and skill sets predictive of leader 
emergence (Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, Jacobs, & Fleishman, 2000; Mumford & 
Connelly, 1991; Mumford, Campion, & Morgeson; 2007, Yammarino, 2000). In the mid-
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fifties, researchers initiated a set of studies investigating leadership ‘styles’ or behavioral 
patterns (Hemphill & Coons, 1957; Bowers & Seashore, 1966), which eventually evolved 
into prescribed styles for particular situations and/or follower-typologies. While a 
majority of leadership theories implicitly investigate the factors influencing emergence 
and effectiveness, it was only recently that scholars have attempted to unify their basic 
ontological understanding of leadership within a rudimentary triarchic framework of 
leaders, followers, and a common goal. This leadership triarchy was something that had 
been previously presumed to objectively exist, independent of our human perceptions.
Lord & Maher (1991) were that first to challenge such positivistic assumptions, 
suggesting that something other than objective reality could influence the emergence, 
effectiveness, and even understanding of leadership. According to Implicit Leadership 
Theory (ILT), individuals have unconscious beliefs, assumptions and expectations about 
the personal characteristics and qualities that are inherent in a leader and therefore gain 
the ability to distinguish leaders from non-leaders. Leadership then is the process of being 
perceived by others (i.e. followers) as a leader (Lord & Maher, 1991; Lord & Emrich, 
2000; Lord & Brown, 2004). Both leaders and followers have these mental constructs of 
leadership, and these assumptions, coined leader prototypes, guide an individual’s 
perceptions and responses to leaders, which in turn influences who emerges as a leader, 
how followers react to the leader(s), and the effectiveness of the leader(s). Lord & 
Maher’s (1991) initial theory of implicit leadership has spawned many renditions, and it 
has become more commonly accepted that our perceptions of leadership can influence 
how leadership is enacted and its outcomes through the eye of the beholder (Dorfman, 
Hanges, & Brodbec, 2004). With this in mind, leadership is no longer viewed simply as
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individual characteristics or differences, but rather as dyadic, shared, relational, global, 
and a complex social dynamic (Avolio, 2007; Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Yukl, 
2006) that requires a more complex framework and understanding. Drath (2001; 2008) 
advances this understanding of leadership by further theorizing that our construction of 
influence our understanding and enactment of leadership processes.
Drath’s Meta-Theory of Leadership Perceptions
Drath (2001) concurs with Lord (1991) in suggesting that popular theory 
incorrectly treats leadership as existing independently of how we think about and 
perceive leadership. Specifically, he states “leadership is not something out there in the 
world that we come to know because it impresses itself on our minds, it is something we 
create with our minds by agreeing with other people that these thoughts, words, and 
actions -  and not some others -  will be known as leadership” (p. 5). This suggests what 
we see and accept as leadership influences whether we understand it as occurring and, by 
extension, how we respond. Drath, McCauley, Palus, Van Veslor, O’Conner, and 
McGuire (2008) suggest that our ability to construe meaning in the world influences how 
and whether or not we see leadership as occurring; incidentally, as adults develop they 
are less bound to viewing leadership as “framed by an underlying ontology that is 
virtually beyond question within the field” (p. 635), such as splitting leadership into the 
discrete entities of leaders, followers, and goals. With this in mind, Drath (2001) 
proposes a set of successive and increasingly diffuse ontological principles that explain 
how people define the source and aims of leadership in providing context for the 
completion of these tasks. The set of principles determines whether leadership is 
perceived as arising from Personal Dominance (i.e., an individual), Interpersonal
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Influence (i.e., a dyad), or relational dialogue (i.e., a collective effort). These sources are 
explained and understood through an explanation of different means for setting 
directions, maintaining commitment, and alignment.
Leadership Tasks. Drath et. al. (2008) argue leadership is an evolving 
collaboration, and as such, that the leadership should be understood in terms of the tasks 
to be accomplished: (1) setting direction involves achieving collective agreement on 
overall goals; (2) commitment involves creating the willingness of members to subsume 
personal interests for the good of the group; and (3) alignment involves commandeering 
the collective though challenges which have no preexisting solutions or shared 
understanding.
Setting direction is a process by which a purpose is defined and articulated (Drath, 
2001). Direction creates a shared understanding of what and why the group is trying to 
accomplish. Commitment is builds the social capital needed for sustainability 
Specifically, commitment is needed to bind individuals together so they remain dedicated 
to the direction when facing unfamiliar and unforeseen challenges The novel problems 
often elicit confusion and conflict, hence leadership is also understood to occur when a 
social collective fundamentally shifts its habits and strategies to deal with challenges 
lacking clear cut solutions or precedents (e.g., global warming, Drath, 2001).
According to Drath (2001, 2008) the tasks have different leadership sources and 
be accomplished in different ways; consequentially, leadership forms are referenced as 
different principles that successively build from a micro- to a macro-level viewpoint. 
Developmentally, this suggests individuals perceive leadership in its narrowest form 
before they can understand it at broader levels. The three principles that guide how the
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tasks of leadership are fulfilled are (a) Personal Dominance, (b) Interpersonal Influence, 
and (c) Relational Dialogue. Each principle represents a different lens through which we 
perceive leadership.
Drath’s (2001) Principles o f Leadership. The first principle or lens through 
which leadership is viewed is Personal Dominance which assumes dominant, natural or 
“trait“ leadership—an individual has an innate quality to be a leader and for this reason, 
followers follow them (Drath, 2001). Under this principle, the leader’s actions (effective 
or ineffective) are viewed as leadership. Leadership development then is the process by 
which dominant individuals are identified and placed in positions of influence and power 
to enhance leadership capacity within an organization (Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, & 
McKee, 2014). Their followers are dependent, commit to the leader personally, and lack 
the ability to adapt unless guided by the leader (Drath, 2001). The scope of the leader’s 
role then is the accomplishment of the leadership tasks on behalf of their followers, as to 
ensure vision, alignment, purpose, and response to challenges. Followers recognizing 
leadership from this perspective are essentially helpless and lack the skills and knowledge 
to make decisions without the presence of a formal leader. The first task, setting 
direction, afforded by the personal dominance principle is the leader’s ability to naturally 
create an aligned purpose and clarity of vision. Mutually reinforcing, commitment, is 
gained as followers’ buy-in to the purpose of one leader, thus cultivating commitment to 
the larger entity and its respective followers. The third leadership task, alignment, is 
successful when the leader has the ability to teach and guide their followers to a 
resolution. Followers are committed to the leader’s solutions; therefore, failure of the 
leader results in failure of the followers embodied in the group and/or organization.
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Leadership according to the second principle, interpersonal influence, is the 
negotiation of influence. From this lens, a leader emerges through a process of 
negotiation by gaining commitment to their particular vision, goal, or idea. Under this 
principle, leaders still hold dominance through asymmetrical influence but leadership 
itself is a role that emerges through social exchange, negotiation, and may sometimes 
involve changes in such positions over time. Leadership therefore can be re-negotiated 
through new tasks and evolving relationships. Setting direction with respect to 
interpersonal influence occurs when the leader is understood to create a shared vision by 
encompassing and integrating a variety of perspectives (Drath, 2001). As a result of 
shared work, commitment is created and ultimately articulated by the leader who has 
currently negotiated the most influence. When leadership is viewed according to this 
principle, alignment occurs through the coordination, integration, and the accumulation 
of multiple perspectives, thus nurturing an environment fostering creativity and 
innovation. Within the context of an organization, knowledge can be more easily 
disseminated and exchanged when this principle is enacted because “leaders” are 
receptive to understanding different approaches and values and incorporating them to set 
direction, create commitment, and alignment.
The third principle, Relational Dialogue, recognizes leadership through the lens 
of embracing differences, comprising ambiguity, and shared exploration and creation of 
an unknown future (Drath, 2001). Shared consensus within this principle creates the 
ability for power to be distributed and leadership occurs without convergence of 
viewpoints. This is an evolution from the leader as a focal agent in the personal 
dominance and interpersonal influence principles to leadership as representing a product
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of the communal construction of direction, commitment, and alignment. The 
understanding of leadership and the ability to recognize the principles of leadership 
develops successively as the subsequent leadership principle emerges. Relational 
Dialogue therefore allows leaders and leadership to be understood and recognized from 
the perspective of all three principles. A call for Relational Dialogue (more commonly 
identified as ‘shared leadership’) to meet the complexities and challenges faced today is 
frequently cited across the literature (Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, & McKee, 2014; 
Pearce & Wassenaar, 2014; Day, 2012) and a fresh critical look on issues of power and 
authority is necessary to relate to one another in less coercive and more creatively 
supporting ways (Greenleaf, 1991). If this were to be true, understanding how leadership 
is perceived beyond the simplest form (i.e. Personal Dominance) and respectively what 
developmental level individuals need to reach to have a more complex understanding of 
leadership is required.
Constructive Development and Drath’s (2001) Model
According to McCauley, Drath, Palus, O’Connor, & Baker (2006), constructive 
developmental theory takes as its subject the growth and elaboration of a person's ways 
of understanding the self and the world (p. 634). This stage theory assumes an ongoing 
process in which an individual develops over time, both as a natural unfolding as well as 
in response to the limitations of existing ways of making meaning (McCauley et al., 
2006). Challenging experiences, for example, are developmental in nature because they 
motivate new approaches to solving such challenges, encourage looking at things in new 
and different ways, and provide the opportunity to learn (Olivares, Peterson, & Hess, 
2007; Van Velsor and McCauley, 2004). Further, according to Van Velsor & McCauley
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(2004), leadership development is grounded in personal development, embedded in 
experience, and it is through experiences that leaders are developed. In other words, 
leadership development can be conceptualized through interpersonal competence and 
accumulation of developmental experience.
The principles propose three ways of understanding and recognizing leadership, 
which, according to Drath (2001), rely upon developmental advancement and are tied to 
Regan’s constructive developmental theory (McCauley et al., 2006). Drath (2001) 
hypothesizes that leadership development within any social context should be the process 
of developing the capacity to make leadership happen for everyone. Thus, as individuals 
face the limitations of making leadership happen in previous principles and acquire 
understanding of higher-order principles, the earlier principles are not discarded but 
instead are assimilated into a more complex and flexible leadership perspective. As such, 
individuals with the developmental ability to recognize Relational Dialogue as leadership 
will also recognize dominance and social exchanges as leadership.
According to McCauley et al. (2006), dependent individuals construct their sense 
of self as a derivative of connection from others; they depend on others to provide 
confirmation and orientation. Their dependency formulates their reality and they are 
therefore more likely to expect a formal leader to create direction, inspire commitment 
and solve group challenges. Concentration of the tasks of leadership will fall within 
authoritative positions and, as fits in the framework of the first principal, dependent 
individuals look to a dominant leader to gain a sense of themselves. Given that only 
individuals at the top of a hierarchy will be viewed as leaders, dependent individuals 
would not recognize leadership as described by the Interpersonal Influence or Relational
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Dialogue principles. Independent individuals are self-governing and self-defining and 
therefore expect a formal leader to interact with them as autonomous individuals. This 
includes negotiating with them to set direction, winning over their commitment, and 
providing help when needed to deal with challenges the group encounters (McCauley et 
al., 2006, pg. 641). Individuals at this development level are likely to associate leadership 
with the second principle, interpersonal influence. From this perspective, influence will 
determine leader emergence which can be renegotiated overtime when setting direction, 
gaining commitment, and/or alignment. The third and most constructively advanced 
developed type of individual suggested by McCauley et al. (2006) is an inter-independent 
individual. Viewing themselves as a continuous evolution in interaction with their 
environment, they expect a formal leader to create conditions that allow groups to find 
shared direction while encouraging joint commitment to managing adaptive challenges. 
Individuals at the inter-dependent developmental level would likely detect and recognize 
Drath’s (2001) full leadership continuum.
With this in mind, individuals perceive the tasks of leadership as completed in 
different ways across the leadership continuum. For example, imagine an organization 
needs to structure the work for a new business unit. From a Personal Dominance stance, 
one would recognize leadership as occurring if direction was created based on the view of 
the CEO. The business unit would be designed so followers are dependent on a single 
authority. From the Interpersonal Influence principle, a dialectic process would occur 
until one person emerges as the leader, thus allowing buy-in and consensus within new 
business unit. From a Relational Dialogue perspective, no one idea for the business unit 
would prevail; instead, everyone within the organization would participate in the dialogue
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in some way, eventually leading to the holistic shared scope of what the departmental 
unit will look like. While leaders are prevalent and leadership is occurring in each of the 
above examples, it is imperative for us to understand how leaders and leadership will be 
perceived in order to allow us to work effectively together to realize collective 
achievements (Drath, 2001). Despite the prevalence of Drath’s theory in leader and leader 
development theory, little research has attempted to test Drath’s (2001) model. McCauley 
et al. (2006) suggest the creation of new measures to assess the developmental level of 
leaders is a priority within the realm of leadership literature. Historically, a heavy 
reliance on qualitative data that requires extensive experience and specialized expertise 
have made current measures difficult and timely to administer and analyze (McCauley et 
al., 2006).
Crisis and Contexts Influence on Perception
Beyond the leadership tasks themselves (Drath, 2001), the context in which 
leadership is enacted has also been found to influence leadership perceptions, most 
notably in crisis situations. Crisis leadership is defined by Klann (2003) as the ability to 
influence given a volatile environment that surrounds an emergency or urgent situation. 
From the perspective of Drath’s (2001) Personal Dominance principle, individuals in a 
crisis situation would be dependent on a single leader to create a resolution. Lindsay,
Day, & Halpin (2011), argue, “the potential drawback of such a rigid form of vertical 
leadership is that over-dependence could be fostered, which can be disastrous in times of 
crisis with an incapacitate leader (p. 532).” For this reason, a shared leadership model is 
proposed to be more effective in that there is no single recognized leader and leadership 
is enabled to become conceptualized as an outcome of social process (Lindsay, Day, &
PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP 14
Halpin, 2011; Morgeson, DeRue, & Karam, 2010). Further, given the complexity and 
ambiguity of crises a leader cannot, acting alone, create viable responses (Mumford, 
Friedrich, Caughron, Byrne, 2007). However, “when an environment changes radically 
from predictability to chaos, undoubtedly there is enhanced vulnerability due to increased 
risk of panic and group disintegration” (Lindsay et al, 2011; Weick, 1993). In this 
context, what holds individuals together is leadership (Mumford et. al., 2007) and under 
the conditions of crisis followers need a leader to look to for direction. Specifically, a 
dominant leader can be recognized as a single source to prevent disorganization and 
failure by setting direction, creating alignment, and adapting to the challenge (Drath, 
2001). In considering both arguments, it is unclear if crisis contexts are an influential 
variable that increases the ‘perceived’ need for leadership and ultimately in our ability to 
view leadership as portrayed through the tasks.
A Policy Capturing Methodology
A policy capturing approach was used to study the Drath (2001) model of 
leadership for several reasons, including that this methodology allows for the capture of 
individual decision patterns (Karren & Barringer, 2002). Policy-capturing designs have 
been traditionally used to elicit participants’ likely responses to scenarios rather than their 
actual response. It is an ideal approach to study how individuals perceive leadership as it 
examines individuals’ decision policies without reliance on self-report which weakens 
social desirability threat by indirectly relying on the importance of explanatory variables 
(Karren & Barringer, 2002). An additional benefit of this method is that the individual 
analyses allow a much more in-depth assessment of differences between individuals in 
comparison to reliance on aggregated analyses. In reflecting upon our theoretical
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construct however, we were led to realize that policy-capturing assumes a certain level of 
variance explained by the various cues or independent variables in order to assume 
decision makers are truly paying attention to the vignettes and therefore define the 
mentioned patterns. For this reason, in the current research, categorizing each participant 
(or participants) involves additive scores and as such the most inclusive and developed 
participant would appear as if they were not paying attention. In other words, a 
participant who is only at Personal Dominance level of leadership development would 
only “vote" or “decide" that the Personal Dominance vignettes were leadership, 
however, a person at the Interpersonal Influence level would say both the Personal 
Dominance vignettes and Interpersonal Influence vignettes were leadership, and the 
Relational Dialogue would perceive the Personal Dominance, Interpersonal Influence 
and Relational Dialogue as leadership. This means that the person seeing leadership at 
the Relational Dialogue level would indicate that all the vignettes were leadership (e.g. 
answer a “5" for each question) resulting in a lack of pattern caused by the cues or 
independent variables. Taking these factors into consideration, we concluded the 
vignettes have the capacity to create a framework to measure leadership development 
levels. With that in mind, the precise measurement of cue importance is imperative to 
identify discrete decision patterns. As such, regression equations were created and 
weights were used to determine the “cues” that comprise a decision making pattern. Data 
was analyzed to determine if policy capturing is appropriate to study whether an 
individual perceives leadership as occurring according to this model.
The following purposes apply to the current research:
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Main Purpose: To develop a set o f policy-capturing vignettes that may be used to assess 
whether individuals perceive leadership according to Drath ’s (2001) Meta-Theory o f 
Leadership and whether individuals report differences in the existence o f leadership and 
the accomplishment o f the leadership tasks o f setting direction, maintaining commitment, 
and adaption and alignment as determined by the principle o f leadership demonstrated in 
the vignette.
We will test the following hypotheses in order to attempt to achieve Purpose 1 of the 
thesis:
• HI: Individuals will differ on their perceptions of leadership with some 
individuals viewing only Personal Dominance vignettes or Personal Dominance 
and Interpersonal Influence as leadership and other individuals viewing all three 
principles as leadership.
• H2: Individuals will be more likely to perceive leadership as occurring, regardless 
of the principle depicted in a crisis vignette as compared to a non-crisis (i.e. goal 
setting) vignette.
Purpose 2: To investigate potential developmental and experiential variables that could 
be related to perceiving leadership at particular levels.
• H3: Individuals with higher degree attainment will be more developmentally 
advanced as suggested by McCauley et. al. (2006) and Drath (2001) and will be 
more likely to suggest all three principles demonstrate leadership.
• H4: Individuals with more leadership experience will be more developmentally 
advanced as suggested by McCauley et. al. (2006) and Drath (2001) and will be 
more likely to suggest all three principles demonstrate leadership.
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II. Methods
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited from leadership personnel at a large management 
consulting global firm. A snowball sampling method was used via an invitation email 
including a link for the online instrument, which consisted of an online consent form, 
leadership vignettes and a demographic survey. Reminders were sent three times in a 
span of three months, after which the surveys were closed. After completion of the 
instrument, each participant was thanked for their participation and randomly assigned an 
ID number.
Ninety-four individuals agreed to participate and filled out at least part of the 
survey and forty-four participants were included for completion. Two participants were 
removed due to lack of variance in their responses. Our final results are inclusive of 
forty-two participants. Participants included 56.82% females and 43.18% males. All were 
18 years or older with majority within the age group 25-34 (50%), followed by 55-64 
(15%), 35-44 (14%). 18-24 (12%), 45-54 (9%). Fifty percent of participants had a 
bachelor's degree, 31.82% had a master's degree and 12% had a doctorate degree. Only 
7.89% (3 participants) had less education than a bachelor's. A majority (59%) of 
participants reported less than 5 years of leadership experience followed by 20+ years 
(13%), 6-10 (12%), 16-20 (9%), 11-15 (7%). Fifty-one percent of participants work in the 
public sector followed by 27.91% in the private sector and 18.60% in nonprofit 
organizations. Additionally, 2.33% of participants indicated they did not know how to 
categorize their organization. Three percent of participants served in the Navy.
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Additionally, of those who reported their ethnicity, 90% were Caucasian followed by 3% 
African Americans and 3% Native Americans.
Measures
Demographic information. Participants were asked their age, gender, and 
ethnicity. They were also asked to indicate market sector (i.e., public, private, non-for- 
profit) and whether or not they have served in the military.
Leadership experience. Leadership experience was assessed with a 5-point self- 
report item (i.e.. years of experience = ‘0-5’, ‘6-10’, ‘11-15’, ‘16-20’, or ‘20+’). 
However, due to the varying complexity of leadership positions, simply collecting the 
number of years as a developmental index is inadequate (i.e., contaminated and deficient; 
Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014). To address this limitation, we included a supplemental 
question asking participants to describe their leadership experience. Conceptualizing 
experience by evaluating the type of leadership experience and the skills, knowledge and 
practice acquired in conjunction with years of leadership experience has been empirically 
described as a more valid measure (Bettin & Kennedy, 1990). Additionally, while time 
(i.e. years of leadership) and experience are not mutually exclusive, it does take time for 
individuals to develop (Bettin & Kennedy, 1990; Day, 2000; Day et al., 2014; McCauley 
et al., 2006) thus demonstrating the call for this question.
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Leadership vignettes. For the purpose of this study, 23 leadership policy­
capturing vignettes (i.e. short stories) were developed and revised. To ensure reliable 
sequencing within preliminarily written vignettes, two industrial/organizational 
psychologists sorted the vignettes in terms of identifying the levels and degree of 
describing the three leadership tasks (i.e. cues) until it was deemed the degree of detail 
and completion of each task was constant throughout the vignettes. Each vignette 
featured 2 cues, which had determined importance in the decision making process; the 
principle of leadership through which leadership was occurring (Personal Dominance, 
Interpersonal Influence, Relational Dialogue) and whether there was a crisis or non-crisis 
(goal oriented) context surrounding the vignette. Because the principle of leadership cue 
was categorical and had three levels it had to be coded into two separate cues to conduct 
regression analyses. Vignettes were written across three contexts-military, nonprofit and 
for-profit organizations-and included in each online instrument. Each context was 
represented in six respective vignettes with two vignettes for each Drath (2001) principle. 
In other words, each principle {Personal Dominance, Interpersonal Influence, Relational 
Dialogue) was represented six times and twice within each context. Two vignettes were 
written as ramp up vignettes to allow participants to become comfortable with the style of 
writing and questions that would be asked throughout the instrument and one vignette 
was included twice in the online instrument as a reliability check. The ramp up questions 
were not included in each regression analyses.
Participants first read a description of organization type and details (i.e. 
organizational setting, number of employees, etc.). The context, which was applied to the 
next 6 vignettes, was followed by a description of either a crisis (crisis condition) or
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problem that required leadership to solve (non-crisis condition). A crisis condition was 
defined as emergency in nature (i.e. life-death) and non-crisis was defined as a non­
emergency goal in nature. Leadership was then conveyed in order through descriptions of 
the three tasks (i.e. cues): setting direction, maintaining commitment, and creating 
alignment (as the challenges occurred) according to the respective principle. Participants 
were given a definition of each cue: (1) Direction, agreement on what the organization is 
trying to achieve together; (2) Alignment, effective coordination and integration of the 
group when dealing with difficult situations and allowing the organization to come 
together in service of a shared direction; and (3) Commitment, members of the 
organization are dedicated to and prioritize the success of the organization (not just their 
individual success) by becoming very involved in the process (Drath, 2001; Drath et al, 
2008).
Determination o f cues. The cues were selected based on Drath’s (2001) 
description of explaining how individuals perceive leadership. The ‘principles’ were 
treated as the most comprehensive and important information needed to make a judgment 
(Stewart, 1988) because they are defined as the constructions of leadership. For each 
scenario respective to the principle leadership was described as occurring through the 
cues. For a Personal Dominance vignette, the tasks were represented by setting direction 
(cue: the employees looked to the worldview of one leader for direction), creating 
commitment (cue: the employees believed in and were committed to the vision and 
strategy of the leader; personally committed) and alignment (cue: the capacity of the 
leader has thus allowed him to navigate the challenge and provide his employees with the 
solution). For an interpersonal influence vignette, the tasks were represented by setting
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direction (cue: The leaders vision was influenced by his/her employees and therefore 
encompasses qualities of multiple perspectives), creating commitment (cue: The 
employees were given the opportunity to inform the leaders strategy), and alignment 
(cue: A cross-functional team was formed to aggregate differing perspectives to frame 
and respond to the problem). For a Relational Dialogue vignette, the tasks were presented 
through setting direction (cue: The vision was constructed by considering equally the 
elements of conflicting perspectives), creating commitment (cue: The employees were 
given the opportunity to inform the leaders strategy), and alignment (cue: shared 
exploration across multiple world views).
Effect coding was used for each of the independent variables, with each cue 
having two levels (yes represented in the vignette or no it was not represented). The 
dummy codes represented which level was presented in a respective vignette. A 0 was 
assigned if the cue was not represented and a +1 if it was. As such, for a crisis vignette, 
the dichotomous cue provided a 1 was assigned and for non-crisis a 0 was assigned. 
Furthermore, under the assumption that Drath’s (2001) model is linear the distribution of 
each cue is representative and resembles the distribution that occurs in the environment 
(Stewart, 1988). The 3 categorical cues (i.e. principals of leadership) were dummy-coded 
into 2 variables for regression. Personal Dominance was not included as a level because 
of the collinearity of the variables and the overlap that it would cause in the analysis.
With this in mind, the impact of an additional cue value on the participants’ perception 
does not change at different levels of the cue (Stewart, 1988).
An example of a vignette written by the authors is presented below:
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Context: The 5th Special Forces Group (Operational Detachment Alphas) is located in 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky. The ODA contains 12 core members, 2 officers and 10 
sergeants, reporting to the Army Special Forces Command at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. 
While cross training is vital, each member brings a unique specialization ranging from 
operations/intelligence to weapons. The elite and versatile group is mentally and 
physically tougher in comparison to other military personnel and extensive training has 
prepared them to thrive in the most dangerous of conditions. This drives forth their ability 
to successfully execute special missions in indefinitely remote locations with little to no 
support from the headquarters.
Scenario 1: The ODA of Fort Campbell is traveling to the Department of Defense’s 
premier testing location, Yuma Proving Ground in southwestern Arizona. Land 
navigation is a vital skill for Special Forces agents and one goal of the training is to 
sharpen their skills in identifying improvised explosive devices, commonly known to the 
military as IEDs.
Vignette: The ODA gathers together for lunch after their first morning of training. 
Sergeant Browne and Sergeant Muir begin discussing the conditions of the simulation 
they just experienced- identifying a suicide vehicle borne improvised explosive device. 
Sergeant Ske and Sergeant Smith direct the discussion to focus on the trainings mission, 
which the foursome agrees is to sharpen their skills by preparing their force to defeat the 
threat of IEDs. Sergeant Muir believes however that another purpose of the training is to 
instill and strengthen their mental aptitude and build a cohesive team. Sergeant Browne 
and Sergeant Ske disagree, indicating the sole purpose of the training is to become 
subject matter experts in IEDs. Having a desire to unify the ODA, Sergeant Muir further
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emphasizes the inevitable challenges they face, which he states, will require more than 
knowledge of IEDs. Appreciating that the fear of IEDs falls heavy on the soldier’s minds, 
his team begins to realize Sergeant Muir is right. Throughout the remaining days of the 
training, the team carries Sergeant Muir’s ideology with them. Not only do they all 
receive proficiency certifications at the conclusion of the training, they are a stronger and 
more unified force than before.
Dependent variables and analyses.
Within-group analyses. Following each vignette, participants were asked to 
answer the following questions on a five-point likert scale ranging from strongly agree to 
strongly disagree; 1. “Leadership was demonstrated in this vignette” 2. “Is the task of 
agenda/goal setting occurring in this scenario?” 3. “Is the task of maintaining 
commitment occurring in this scenario?” 4. “Is the task of alignment of goals and 
adapting to changes occurring in this scenario?” Individual linear regression models were 
computed for each participant, where the cues predicted their policies regarding 
leadership by regressing upon each of the above dependent variables.
Between-group analyses. The dependent variables for between-group analyses 
were r-squared values from regression analyses and subjects’ beta weights for each cue. 
Non-parametric tests were used to determine influential effects of leadership experience 
and highest level of education attained on the beta weights. Additionally, a combined 
variable was computed to determine influential effects of the aggregate sum effects of 
leadership experience and highest level of education. Person correlations and the non- 
parametric Spearman rho correlation explore the relationships between highest level of 
education attained and R2 values and independent variable beta weights.
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Results
Reliability assessment. Due to the nature of the policy capturing design (Karren 
& Barringer, 2002), one duplicate vignette was randomly integrated into the online 
instrument to allow reliability analyses of individual policy. Pearson correlations assessed 
the relationships among duplicate vignettes and revealed significant reliability 
coefficients between all duplicated vignettes. Results of these analyses indicate that 
participants responded to identical scenarios consistently, suggesting researchers can 
draw conclusions regarding participant policy, specifically how they construct leadership. 
Policy Capturing Analyses
To determine participants’ policy regarding how they perceive leadership, we 
conducted a regression analysis inclusive of all three cues for each participant. Their 
perception (i.e. ‘policy’) was categorized as sufficiently captured if the regression 
analysis revealed that the set of cues accounted for a significant amount of variance in the 
dependent variables. Significant policies were captured for overall leadership perception, 
setting agenda, creating commitment, and alignment for 20%, 7%, 18%, and 14%, 
respectively.
Furthermore, some policy-capturing experts indicate to only report significant 
equations while others advocate for interpreting all. For the purposes of the current study, 
it is important to report both significant and non-significant equations due to the number 
of non-significant equations with strong R-square and betas, which is likely simply a 
result of a small sample size in terms of vignette to cute ratio.
Participants with significant equations. The R2 s for the leadership perception 
DV for significant equations ranged from .35 to .898 with a mean R2 of .5167. The R2 s
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for the ‘setting agenda’ DV for significant equations ranged from .347 to .604 with a 
mean R2 of .4763. The R2 s for the ‘creating commitment' DV for significant equations 
ranged from .351 to .689 with a mean R2 of .4406. The R2 s for the ‘alignment’ DV for 
significant equations ranged from .375 to .927 with a mean R2 of .5665. R2 values, beta 
weights representing relative contribution of each cue, and the significance of beta 
weights and R2 values for all regression equations are reported in Tables 1, 4, 7, and 10, 
respectively.
All participants. The R2 s for the leadership perception DV for all equations 
ranged from .05 to .422 with a mean R2 of .2195. The R2 s for the ‘setting agenda’ DV 
for all equations ranged from .011 to .385 with a mean R2 of .1522. The R2 s for the 
‘creating commitment' DV for all equations ranged from .027 to .354 with a mean R2 of 
.1794. The R2 s for the ‘alignment’ DV for all equations ranged from .014 to .333 with a 
mean R2 of .1463. R2 values, beta weights representing relative contribution of each cue, 
and the significance of beta weights and R2 values for all regression equations are 
reported in Tables 2, 5, 8, and 11, respectively.
Within group hypothesis tests.
Hypothesis 1 predicted that individuals would differ on their perceptions of 
leadership with some individuals viewing only Personal Dominance vignettes or 
Personal Dominance and Interpersonal Influence as leadership and other individuals 
viewing all three principles as leadership. Thirty-four percent of participants had 
significant R-square equations and beta weights when comparing their ratings of 
“Leadership is occurring in this vignette’" between Relational Dialogue vignettes to 
Interpersonal Influence and Personal Dominance vignettes. The mean beta was -.18 and
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for the ‘setting agenda’ DV for significant equations ranged from .347 to .604 with a 
mean R2 of .4763. The R2 s for the ‘creating commitment’ DV for significant equations 
ranged from .351 to .689 with a mean R2 of .4406. The R2 s for the ‘alignment’ DV for 
significant equations ranged from .375 to .927 with a mean R2 of .5665. R2 values, beta 
weights representing relative contribution of each cue, and the significance of beta 
weights and R2 values for all regression equations are reported in Tables 1, 4, 7, and 10, 
respectively.
All participants. The R2 s for the leadership perception DV for all equations 
ranged from .05 to .422 with a mean R2 of .2195. The R2 s for the ‘setting agenda’ DV 
for all equations ranged from .011 to .385 with a mean R2 o f . 1522. The R2 s for the 
‘creating commitment’ DV for all equations ranged from .027 to .354 with a mean R2 of 
.1794. The R2 s for the ‘alignment’ DV for all equations ranged from .014 to .333 with a 
mean R2 of .1463. R2 values, beta weights representing relative contribution of each cue, 
and the significance of beta weights and R2 values for all regression equations are 
reported in Tables 2, 5, 8, and 11, respectively.
Within group hypothesis tests.
Hypothesis 1 predicted that individuals would differ on their perceptions of 
leadership with some individuals viewing only Personal Dominance vignettes or 
Personal Dominance and Interpersonal Influence as leadership and other individuals 
viewing all three principles as leadership. Thirty-four percent of participants had 
significant R-square equations and beta weights when comparing their ratings of 
“Leadership is occurring in this vignette’' between Relational Dialogue vignettes to 
Interpersonal Influence and Personal Dominance vignettes. The mean beta was -.18 and
PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP 26
beta weights ranged from -.50 to .7, with negative correlations indicating Relational 
Dialogue vignettes as rated lower on the statement that “Leadership was demonstrated” 
in the vignette. Eleven percent of participants had significant R-square equations and beta 
weights for Interpersonal Influence vignettes when comparing their ratings of 
“Leadership is demonstrated in this vignette” between Interpersonal Influence vignettes 
to Relational Dialogue and Personal Dominance vignettes. The mean beta was -.04 and 
beta weights ranged from -.38 to .7.
Relational dialogue vignettes and the tasks o f leadership. For the ‘setting 
direction' dependent variable, fourteen percent of individuals had significant R-square 
equations and beta weights, with a mean beta of -.09 ( f  range = -.50 to .47; see Table 4). 
For ‘creating commitment’, 25% of individuals had significant R-square equations, with 
a mean beta weight of .04 (J3 range = -.50 to .79; see Table 7). For the ‘alignment’ 
dependent variable, table 10 outlines eighteen percent of individuals had significant R- 
square equations and beta weights. The mean beta was .06 and beta weights ranged from 
-.37 to .63.
Interpersonal influence vignettes and the tasks o f leadership. Results indicate 
limited significance within the Interpersonal Influence vignettes for the tasks of 
leadership. For the ‘setting agenda’ dependent variable, table 4 outlines seven percent of 
individuals had significant R-square equations and beta weights for setting agenda. The 
mean beta was -.12 and beta weights ranged from -.47 to .58. For the ‘creating 
commitment' dependent variable, table 7 outlines sixteen percent of individuals had 
significant R-square equations and beta weights. The mean beta was .01 and beta weights 
ranged from -.46 to .79. For the ‘alignment' dependent variable, table 10 outlines
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eighteen percent of individuals had significant R-square equations and beta weights. The 
mean beta was .05 and beta weights ranged from -.46 to .63.
Perception o f leadership across personal dominance, interpersonal influence, and 
relational dialogue vignettes. For the dependent variable regarding whether leadership 
was demonstrated, about a third of participants were significantly less likely to view 
Relational Dialogue vignettes as leadership in comparison to Personal Dominance or 
Interpersonal Influence vignettes. About ten percent of participants rated Interpersonal 
Influence vignettes significantly less likely to demonstrate leadership Relational 
Dialogue or Personal Dominance vignettes. A majority of participants with significant 
regression equations had negative beta weights for the Relational Dialogue variable, 
suggesting this principle is viewed as less likely to be demonstrating leadership. 
Regression analysis found fewer differences for the leadership task of setting agenda 
between principles of leadership with only fourteen and seven percent of subjects 
showing rating differences between Relational Dialogue and the other principles and 
between Interpersonal Influence and other principles respectively. A quarter of subjects 
rated Relational Dialogue vignettes different than the other principles on the task of 
creating commitment and sixteen percent rated Interpersonal Influence vignettes 
differently. Eighteen percent of participants rated each the Relational Dialogue vignettes 
and interpersonal vignettes significantly different than the other two principles on the task 
of alignment. These within group analyses suggest variation in perceptions of leadership 
and of completion of the tasks of leadership depending on the “lens” or principle through 
which leadership is viewed. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 which predicted differences in 
perceptions of leadership with some individuals viewing only Personal Dominance
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vignettes or Personal Dominance and Interpersonal Influence as leadership and other 
individuals viewing all three principles as leadership, was supported.
Hypothesis 2 predicated that individuals would not perceive crisis vignettes 
differently than non-crisis (i.e. general challenges an organization will face) interactions. 
As can be seen in Tables 1,4 7, and 10, whether the vignette was crisis or non-crisis did 
not significantly predict leadership perception (% p Significant= 7%), setting agenda (% 
p Significant= 0%), creating commitment (% P Significant= .02%), or alignment (% P 
Significant= .02%). It is also important to note that mean beta weights were smallest for 
this variable (.04, -.045, .06, and .09 respectively). Thus, hypothesis 2, which predicted 
that a crisis context would be more likely to be perceived as leadership regardless of the 
leadership context, was not supported.
Table 1.
Leadership Perception
Percent Equations Significant, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Significant 
Equations by Cue and Variance Explained Overall for Regression Equations.
% p Mean p p Range % R2 Mean R5
R2 Range
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Table 2.
Leadership Perception
Percent Equations, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Equations by Cue and Variance 
Explained Overall for Regression Equations.








Perception DV .2195 .05-.422
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Table 3.
Mean Beta Weights by Cue and R2 for Individual Policies for Leadership Perception (DV1)
ID PRD 
IV (IV1)
P IIIV (IV2) P Crisis IV (IV3) R2
1 .298 .012 .088 .089
2 .700 .700 .574 .160
3 -.832** -.085 -.126 .628**
4 -.504 -.310 -.275 .211
5 -.176 .208 .119 .125
6 -.731** -.219 .000 .422
7 -.645* -.299 -.157 .318
8 -.317 .242 .016 .236
9 -.220 .148 .417 .281
10 .052 -.205 -.092 .062
11 -.560* -.323 -.049 .234
12 -.196 -.307 .182 .118
13 -.434 -.645* .212 .371
14 -.208 .176 -.119 .125
15 -.687** -.052 .036 .442*
16 -.703** -.451* -.078 .375*
17 -.756** -.123 .130 .527*
18 -.473* -.060 -.446* .366*
19 -.567* -.661* -.191 .420
20 -.485 -.267 -.360 .270
21 -.196 -.655** -.177 .350*
22 -.466 .167 .065 .329
23 .163 .237 .107 .050
24 -.483 -.325 -.065 .179
25 .307 .410 -.021 .139
28 -.444 -.048 -.358 .282
29 -.355 .077 .115 .177
30 -.726** -.302 .280 .516**
31 -.391 -.244 -.167 .135
32 .520* .087 .000 .233
33 -.360 -.360 .108 .152
34 -.321 .045 .331 .242
35 -.172 -.012 -.485* .251
36 -.297 .101 .379 .282
37 -.704** -.183 -.378* .548**
38 .972** .926** .019 .898**
39 -.116 .300 .171 .163
40 -.503* -.368 .294 .324
41 -.608** -.076 -.122 .333
42 -.007 -.135 .422 .204
43 -.375 -.375 -.236 .172
44 .253 .468 .023 .155
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, Highest weight for participant is bold
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Table 4.
Setting Direction
Percent Equations Significant, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Equations by Cue 
and Variance Explained Overall for Significant Regression Equations.











Relational 14% (6/44) -.204 -n s6 -.il
Dialogue
Interpersonal 7% (3/44) -.1973 -.619-.66
Influence
Crisis 0% (0/44)




Percent Equations, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Equations by Cue and Variance 
Explained Overall for Regression Equations.








Direction DV .1522 .011-.385
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Table 6.
Mean Beta Weights by Cue and R2 for Significant Individual Policies for Setting Direction (DV2)
ID (3RD 
IV (IVI)
(3IIIV (IV2) P Crisis IV 
(IV3)
R2
1 .418 .418 .342 .080
2 -.282 .575 .028 .169
3 .202 -.033 -.241 .112
4 -.514* -.396 -.305 .273
5 .208 -.176 .119 .125
6 -.177 -.329 -.187 .103
7 -.316 -.455 -.286 .215
8 -.249 -.465 -.238 .196
9 -.402 -.321 .017 .138
10 .058 -.132 -.039 .030
11 .147 -.424 -.118 .274
12 -.290 .026 .195 .138
13 -.304 -.444 .089 .161
14 -.229 .000 .000 .053
15 -.502 -.395 -.102 .067
16 -.351 -.035 -.261 .167
17 .386 .305 -.133 .155
18 .176 .005 .035 .031
19 -.711* -.406 -.059 .385
20 -.492 -.176 -.130 .192
21 -.303 -.633** -.286 .347*
22 -.786** -.264 -.018 .478**
23 .471 .194 .076 .167
24 -.154 .154 .000 .071
25 .770** .660** .346 .604**
28 -.097 -.302 -.032 .071
29 -.443 .023 .173 .247
30 .347 -.127 .228 .226
31 -.283 -.375 -.073 .115
32 -.007 -.097 -.055 .011
33 .390 .120 -.111 .139
34 -.274 -.274 .171 .117
35 -.256 -.151 -.337 .145
36 -.223 .276 -.011 .188
37 -.570* -.188 -.278 .331
38 .587* .159 .118 .279
39 -.146 -.146 -.057 .022
40 -.052 -.238 .307 .154
41 -.195 -.254 -.145 .065
42 -.123 -.419 -.183 .159
43 -.227 -.619** -.229 .321
44 .165 .165 -.111 .044
Note: * p < .05, * * p < .01, Highest weight for participant is bolded.
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Table 7.
Creating Commitment
Percent Equations Significant, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Significant 
Equations by Cue and Variance Explained Overall for Regression Equations.
% ß Signif. Mean ß Range % R2 Mean R2 Range
ß Signif. Signif. R2 Signif.
Signif Signif.




16% (7/44) -.0623 -.615-.681







Percent Equations, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Equations by Cue and Variance 
Explained Overall for Regression Equations.









Commitment DV .1794 .027-.354
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Table 9.
Mean Beta Weights by Cue and R2 for Individual Policies for Creating Commitment (DV3)
ID PRD 
IV (IVI)
p IIIV (IV2) P Crisis IV 
(IV3)
R2
1 .327 .178 .215 .112
2 .790 .790 .648 .052
3 -.604** -.604** -.198 .372*
4 .237 -.340 .330 .366*
5 .624* .466 -.065 .329
6 .118 -.221 .245 .152
7 .422 .422 -.184 .233
8 -.065 -.459 -.404 .311
9 -.351 -.351 -.261 .167
10 .187 -.116 .038 .071
11 7 9 4 ** .642** .221 .539**
12 .507* .462 .386 .354
13 .000 -.221 .476* .290
14 -.081 .058 .429 .200
15 .384 -.040 .119 .178
17 .237 .387 .093 .115
18 .214 .275 .238 .103
19 -.610* -.457 -.176 .333
20 -.492 -.176 -.130 .192
21 -.074 -.604** .016 .328
22 -.561** -.561** .014 .317
23 .701** .257 .263 .412*
24 .335 -.032 .233 .176
25 .308 .621* -.039 .296
28 -.238 -.387 -.065 .103
29 -.260 -.260 -.026 .066
30 .496* -.136 .163 .351*
31 -.024 -.102 .349 .132
32 .531* .274 -.358 .379*
33 .016 -.153 .122 .043
34 -.034 .289 -.249 .165
35 -.238 -.147 -.421 .198
36 .027 .457 .199 .224
37 -.327 -.108 -.019 .082
38 .926** .681** .210 .689**
39 .658** .522* -.168 .417*
40 .143 -.028 .064 .027
41 -.259 -.259 .069 .076
42 -.013 -.013 .341 .118
43 -.275 -.615* -.028 .282
44 .042 .042 .315 .097
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, Highest weight for participant is bolded.
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Table 10.
Alignment
Percent Equations Significant, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Equations by Cue 
and Variance Explained Overall for Significant Regression Equations.
% ß Signif. Mean ß ß Range % R2 
Signif. Signif. Signif
Mean R2 Range 
R2 Signif. 
Signif.
Relational 18% (8/44) .1311 -.67-.876
Dialogue
Interpersonal 18% (8/44) .0761 -.67-.947
Influence
Crisis .02% (1/44) -.459 -.459
Alignment DV 14% .5665 .375-.927
Table 11.
Alignment
Percent Equations, Mean and Range o f Beta Weights for Equations by Cue and Variance
Explained Overall for Regression Equations.






Alignment DV .1463 .014-.333
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Table 12.
Mean Beta Weights by Cue and R2 for Individual Policies for Alignment (DV4)
ID PRD 
IV (IVI)
P IIIV (IV2) P Crisis IV
qv3)
R2
1 -.061 .031 .228 .059
2 .627 .627 .513 .083
3 .256 .256 -.036 .069
4 .550* .286 .163 .235
5 .492 .176 .130 .192
6 .022 -.670** .167 .507**
7 .016 .016 .119 .014
8 -.142 -.227 -.421 .196
9 -.083 -.083 -.181 .036
10 .244 -.059 .524 .077
11 .180 -.190 -.038 .104
12 .333 .476 .379 .302
13 .224 .018 .255 .115
14 -.062 .110 -.459* .237
15 .057 .208 .472* .231
17 .062** #947* * .990 .927**
18 .335 .455 -.172 .215
19 -.610* -.457 -.176 .333
20 -.369 .000 .000 .136
21 -.219 -.554* -.138 .238
22 -.498* -.498* .106 .273
23 .641** .204 .293 .375*
24 -.165 -.165 .111 .044
25 .254 .516* -.054 .208
28 -.149 -.298 .000 .067
29 -.107 .010 .072 .019
30 .000 .229 .000 .053
31 -.311 -.250 -.203 .115
32 .283 -.191 -.097 .181
33 .248 -.005 .430 .233
34 .358 .095 .217 .137
35 .201 .339 -.208 .146
36 -.091 .354 .149 .138
37 -.670** -.284 -.283 .414*
38 .876** .758** .089 .666**
39 .698** .698** .273 .510**
40 .205 .205 .247 .089
41 -.169 -.169 -.153 .045
42 .114 -.098 .321 .137
43 -.351 -.588* -.285 .317
44 -.234 -.114 .050 .046
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, Highest weight for participant is bolded.
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Between-Group Analysis
According to Thompson & Apsinwall (2009), it is appropriate to use a full data 
set for between-group analyses within policy-capturing research. As such, to increase 
power, we included all 42 subjects in between-group analyses.
Degree attainment and leadership experience. Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 
predicted that individuals with more leadership experience would be more 
developmentally advanced and therefore more likely to suggest all three principles 
demonstrate leadership. Results are reported as Spearman rho (non-parametric) 
correlations because leadership experience and education were reported as non-interval 
data. The correlations, while of moderate magnitude, were not statistically significant 
(see Table 13). In addition to running degree attainment and leadership experience 
variables independently, a third variable aggregating the highest degree attained and 
leadership experience was created. While correlations for all three variables demonstrate 
moderately strong positive correlations, significant results were not found (see Table 13). 
Therefore, hypothesis 3 and hypothesis 4 were not supported in the current study.
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Table 13.
2 2 Spearman Rho Correlation Coefficients Between R and Level o f Education, Between R
and Years o f Leadership Experience and Between R and Combination Variable (Level o f





Years of Leadership 
Experience
Combo
Relational Dialogue ß -.116 .206 .048
Interpersonal Influence ß .285 .027 .190
Crisis ß .109 -.005 .030
r2 .075 -.186 -.022
Setting Direction
Relational Dialogue ß -.108 .038 -.044
Interpersonal Influence ß .061 .020 .026
Crisis ß .087 .027 .146
r2 -.152 -.061 -.125
Maintaining Commitment
Relational Dialogue ß -.108 .275 .141
Interpersonal Influence ß -.049 .203 .156
Crisis ß -.089 .282 .172
r2 -.072 .201 .125
Alignment
Relational Dialogue ß .101 .217 .194
Interpersonal Influence ß .046 .050 .079
Crisis ß .179 .191 .176
r2 .193 .139 .140
*p<.05, **p<.01
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Discussion
In the current study, we examined perceptions of leadership across contexts and 
principles according to Drath’s (2001) meta-theory to investigate participant’s policies 
regarding how they perceive leadership. Within and between analyses investigated if the 
principle of leadership and context influenced individual perceptions of leadership and 
whether leadership experience and years of education, influenced the formation of such 
perceptions. Empirical analyses have suggested that cues stimulate individual’s decision­
making process (Karren & Barringer, 2002; Stewart, 1988), thus making policy-capturing 
an effective method for providing insight into how these policies are formulated 
subjectively and by which cues they influence perceptions, decisions, and ultimately a 
construction of a belief (Karren & Barringer, 2002). With this in mind, the current study 
aimed to provide evidence to begin to create a framework to measure Drath’s (2001) 
meta-theory and reveal the extent to which individuals differ in their leadership policies. 
Within-group regression analyses were somewhat supportive of Hypothesis 1 in that a 
third of subjects saw leadership in the Relational Dialogue cues whereas another 11% 
saw leadership in the Interpersonal Influence cue. In terms of leadership tasks, there was 
little within participant variation between principles for the setting agenda task (14% and 
7% of participants had significant betas for Relational Dialogue and Interpersonal 
Influence respectively), a slightly greater percent of participants (18% for both Relational 
Dialogue and Interpersonal Influence) had significant within group variation between 
vignettes for the alignment DV, while the creating commitment DV had the greatest 
number of participants have significant within group variation between principles (25%
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for Relational Dialogue and 16% for Interpersonal Influence). Hypothesis 1 was 
supported by our research findings
Analyses indicated that hypothesis 2 was not supported; whether the vignette 
context was a crisis situation or not was not a significant predictor in whether leadership 
was demonstrated or in whether the tasks of leadership we performed. Beta weights for 
this cue were small, ranging from -.36 to .574 and were not significant for almost all 
participants. This finding demonstrates that regardless individuals’ policies were not 
influenced by a crisis.
In terms of background and experience, a spearman rho (non-parametric) analysis 
did not reveal significant variance explained by the cues and a participant’s ability to 
perceive all three principles of leadership. However, the positive correlations suggest that 
years of leadership experience and degree attainment are influential regarding a 
participants ability to perceive leadership across the continuum.
Theoretical Implications
Our research investigated whether the “lens” through which leadership tasks were 
performed influenced participants’ perceptions of whether leadership was demonstrated 
in the vignettes and whether the tasks o f leadership, initially proposed by Drath (2001; 
2008) as a model of leadership process, had been conducted or not. We used a policy 
capturing methodology to determine if these cues would in fact influence perceptions of 
leadership. Drath’s model has been discussed and cited extensively (Drath, 2001; Drath 
et. al, 2008), but our findings provide initial empirical support to suggest that individuals 
do differ in their constructions of leadership and as such these findings should be 
considered a unique contribution to the field of industrial/organizational psychology and
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specifically leadership theory. Additionally, it provides a framework to understand how 
leadership unfolds as a process of perceptions of followers, which is in alignment with 
research conducted by Lord & Emrich (2000), Lord & Brown (2004), and others. For 
example, findings revealed that participants’ decisions did not perceive relational 
dialogue vignettes to demonstrate leadership. One explanation is that because hierarchical 
rank was not prevalent in these vignettes, it was more difficult for participants to perceive 
leadership. This supports both Drath (2001) meta-theory and Implicit Leadership Theory 
(Lord & Maher, 1991), who suggest that many adults can only view leadership from a 
more personally dominant hierarchal perspective. Correlations between beta weights for 
the principles of leadership and education and years of leadership experience were 
moderate, but not significant. The small sample size (N=42) may have prohibited finding 
a significant relationship between proxies of developmental level and principle of 
leadership. Furthermore, modern empirically-based leadership theories (Mumford, 
Zaccaro, Harding, Jacobs, & Fleishman, 2000; Hemphill & Coons, 1957; Bowers & 
Seashore, 1966) have evolved to provide a contemporary approach to leadership, one in 
which recognizes that our perceptions create mental constructs of leadership providing 
mechanisms that are influential in the emergence of leadership and the degree to which 
leadership can be effective (Lord & Maher, 1991; Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; 
Drath, 2001; Drath, 2008). Their research and theories, in conjunction with the findings 
of the current study, emphasize the need to investigate how these mental models are 
constructed, measured, and understood. Not only will this provide an increasingly 
complex view of how we construct our perceptions of leadership but also the most
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influential of these constructs can be refined. This thesis was a first step in demonstrating 
preliminary support for differing mental models of leadership.
Our findings also suggested that whether the vignette context was a crisis 
situation or not was not a significant predictor regarding the degree to which leadership 
was perceived as occurring. While this finding demonstrates that regardless of crisis vs. 
goal oriented leadership; individuals’ policy were not influenced in terms of what they 
perceived to be leadership, it is contradictory to empirical findings that suggest crisis 
contexts result in greater perception that leadership is occurring (Hunt, Boal, Dodge, 
1999). In other words, crises shape perceptions and the need for leadership (Mumford et. 
al., 2007). Several studies have further revealed that both perceptions of leaders and the 
leader’s impact on group performance are higher under crisis than non-crisis conditions 
(Hunt, et. al., 1999; Mumford et. al., 2007; Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). These 
contradictory findings direct us to another area for future research as we look to clarify 
how crises may influence formulation of mental models of leadership.
Lastly, policy-capturing approaches have captured a growing segment of the 
literature within industrial/organizational psychology; specifically within understanding 
decision policies around selection, promotion, and performance evaluation decisions 
(Bragger, Evans, Kutcher, Sumner, & Fritzky, 2015; Graves, & Karren, 1992; Kutcher, 
Bragger, & Masco, 2013; MacDonald, Sulsky, Spence, & Brown, 2013) and the 
importance of defined variables within an individual’s decision-making policy. The 
popularity of this methodology is increasing because unlike self-report measures, policy 
capturing purportedly weakens social desirability effects by indirectly assessing 
participant’s likely responses to realistic vignettes. The current research was the first
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attempt to investigate the cues that influence how leadership is perceived and constructed 
and further broadens this type of approach within the realm of leadership literature. 
Practical Implications
We found that even when individuals did not perceive leadership as occurring as 
demonstrated in the analyses of the dependent variable, “is this leadership,” that in many 
cases they were still able to recognize the tasks of leadership. According to these 
findings, individuals may have a deeper understanding regarding the process of 
leadership beyond their own awareness. Leadership development practices should 
leverage these findings to demonstrate that different constructions of how we view 
leadership may impact leadership emergence across organizational contexts. In other 
words, follower’s perceptions of leadership may cause effective leadership to differ 
across contexts and may call for evolution from the traditional top down hierarchy in 
order to successfully complete the tasks of leadership.
While correlations between leadership experience and education level and betas 
representing variation in perceptions of leadership were not significant, the correlations 
were moderate in size suggesting a relationship between developmental level and 
perceptions of leadership. As the complexity organizations are faced with today evolves, 
the ability to recognize leadership across Drath’s (2001) meta-theory of leadership is 
increasingly important as a shared leadership model is frequently cited within the 
literature (Day, Gronn, & Salas, 2004; Drath et. ah, 2008; Fausing, Joensson, 
Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2015; Hoch, Pearce, & Welzel, 2010; Lindsay, Day, & Halpin, 
2011). However, this will require individuals developed to recognize, perceive, and 
accept leadership across the continuum. Creating a framework to understand the variables
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that affect this construction is a step in the right direction. Further, it may benefit 
organizations to promote employees into advanced leadership roles that can display 
Relational Dialogue characteristics and ultimately influence their followers to lead in this 
way.
Limitations and Future Directions
Arguably the greatest limitation of the current study is the small sample size. 
While previous research suggests smaller sample sizes (less than 50 participants) are 
common and appropriate for policy-capturing studies (Karren & Barringer, 2002), the 
current research identified patterns that were not significant due to sample size and 
power. One way to increase power is to increase the sample size (Cohen, 1988; Karren & 
Barringer, 2002). Future studies should attempt additional recruitment efforts to ensure a 
larger participant pool is attained. On the other hand, because only one subject’s policy is 
analyzed for within group analysis, power would need to be increased by the number of 
vignettes an individual is required to respond to. The significance of regression weights is 
therefore likely to be related to the number of scenarios. As such, the preferred ratio of 
the number of vignettes to cues is 10: 1 and 5:1 is cited as the minimum ratio (Cooksey, 
1996; Karren & Barringer, 2002). The current study employed a 7:1 ratio which suggests 
future studies should aspire to the preferred ratio. Notably, completing twenty three 
vignettes took un-incentivized participants close to an hour indicating a high incentive 
would need to be given to encourage a higher response rate. Additionally, if the number 
of vignettes were to be increased, overcoming fatigue effect would be a significant 
consideration (Karren & Barringer, 2002). The between group sample would also benefit 
from additional participants in that the relationship between betas would more strongly
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represent the variation between principles and measures of developmental levels.
A further limitation was measuring the variable of ‘leadership experience’ as 
length of time. Future research should attempt to measure experience by coding 
experience according to the knowledge, skills, or practice that leaders have gained 
throughout their tenure (Bettin & Kennedy, 1990). A suggestion for future research is to 
codify leadership experience across the clusters as defined by Velsor, McCauley, and 
Ruderman (2010) to include: challenging assignments, developmental relationships, 
adverse situations, course work and training and personal experience. Velsor et. al.
(2010) suggests that the learning outcomes are distinctly unique across the clusters and as 
such, developing leaders to their full potential must include experience within each 
cluster. With this in mind, measuring leadership experience within these clusters may 
provide a more appropriate framework to assess the developmental level of a leader and 
as a result may predict their perceptions of leadership against Drath’s (2001) meta-theory 
Conclusions
The purpose of the study was to examine what factors influence perceptions of 
leadership principles and thus determine how leadership is constructed. In using a policy­
capturing approach to investigate these differences, analyses revealed a framework that 
provides multi-faceted understanding of factors that influence a follower’s ability to 
identify that leadership is present. The results suggest that, 1) individuals do have 
different constructs (‘policies’) or mental models representing how they perceive 
leadership, 2) whether the organization is in a state of crisis or goal-setting (i.e. non 
crisis), will not significantly influence follower’s perceptions regarding the presence of 
leadership, and 3) positive correlations suggest that as years of leadership experience and
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degree attainment increase, so does a participants ability to perceive leadership across 
Drath’s (2001) model of leadership which demonstrates the variables are influential in 
leadership perceptions. While there are limitations to this study, the patterns that have 
emerged suggest that significant findings could be revealed if a larger sample study was 
used. Further developing this body of literature should focus on developing and refining 
the aforementioned framework and the factors that can influence the perceptions of 
followers. With this in mind, the results of the study provide a preliminary framework for 
the development of a vignette-based measure of Drath’s (2001) meta-theory. The findings 
suggest that the differences in individual policies of leadership could be better understood 
through a policy-capturing methodology. Future research should refine the vignette-based 
measure to advance our understanding of policies of leadership.
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